22 23 Abstract 24 Romania and Ukraine share the Black Sea coastline, the Danube Delta and associated habitats, 25 which harbor the unique Pontocaspian biodiversity. Pontocaspian biota represents endemic 26 aquatic taxa adapted to the brackish (anomalohaline) conditions, which evolved in the Caspian 27 and Black Sea basins. Currently, this biota is diminishing both in the numbers of species and
We obtained the social network and qualitative data using a survey questionnaire (S1 Appendix). 162 We interviewed the staff members of the institutions or relevant departments during July 2017.
163 Each stakeholder organization was interviewed about each other organization from the list using 164 the same questions.
165
166 Qualitatively, we compiled narratives on the context and the content of existing professional 167 links among the stakeholders (both, general and Pontocaspian biodiversity related) and the 168 perceived sufficiency of these links. We extracted the meaning and the content of the interactions 169 from the interviews and no prior data was used. Quantitatively, we collected data on the 170 frequency of those links which were related to PC biodiversity (as defined by the interviewed 171 stakeholders). We used the frequency of contact as a measure of strength (weight) of the 172 relationship (see [37] [42]). We defined five weight categories ranging from no contact to very 173 frequent contact (0-4) and integrated the definitions in the questionnaire as a 260 densities within and between stakeholder groups (defined by the stakeholder category) were 261 significantly higher or lower than the random expectation. We randomly assigned nodes to the 262 stakeholders proportional to the true network and subsequently assessed the stakeholder's within 263 and between group densities replicated 1000 times, resulting in 1000 stakeholder group density 264 values. We ranked the obtained 1000 random values from low to high and compared the actual 265 within and between group densities to the randomized results. If the actual density values were 266 larger than the upper or smaller than the lower 2.5% threshold value of the random distribution, 267 we regarded the true within or between group densities to be significantly higher or lower than 268 expected by random chance.
269 270
Ethics statement 271 The social network analysis of stakeholder organizations which we conduct here is not subject to 272 ethical screening as it is, for example, for medical and/or socio-medical studies, which provide 273 personal data. As such, we did not seek a priori ethics review nor is there any established 274 procedure within our organization (Naturalis Biodiversity Center) which we could follow. We 275 informed all participants prior to the interviews that they were being interviewed on behalf of the 276 organization which they were affiliated to, and that the results would be part of a publication, Fig 2) with a total 312 number of 57 relational ties out of 272 potential ties resulting in a network edge density measure 313 of 21% (Table 2) 341 We found five central stakeholders in Romania and six in Ukraine, based on degree centrality 342 scores (Table 3 ). In both networks three academic institutions out of nine had a degree centrality 343 score higher than or equal to the third quartile threshold value (≥9 in Romania and ≥20 in (Table 3) . Qualitative data, however, showed that these structurally well-366 positioned organizations were not engaging in brokering behavior with regard to Pontocaspian 367 biodiversity (see below). In Ukraine, on the other hand, two out of four structurally well 368 positioned organizations were found to actually engage in brokering behaviors. The major 369 decision-making organization (Ministry of Ecology) was the biggest broker of the Ukrainian (Table 4 ). In Ukraine, we found strongly connected academic 391 institutions with significantly higher within group density value than expected by chance 392 suggesting network homophily. The non-governmental organizations were marginally involved 393 in the exchange of Pontocaspian information in both, Romanian and Ukrainian networks. In 394 Romania, NGOs were significantly less connected to the academic institutions than expected by 395 chance and had no links among themselves. In Ukraine, NGOs were also significantly less 396 connected to academic organizations and had only two links among themselves (Table 4 ). The 397 density values within and between other groups of stakeholders were not significantly different 398 from random expectation. The academic organizations had more strong than weak connections 399 among themselves in both networks indicating regular exchange of information within this 400 group. Furthermore, they were strongly connected with the governmental organizations in 401 Romania, but less so in Ukraine. Governmental organizations were more strongly connected to 402 each other in Ukraine than in Romania, and strongly connected with the NGOs in both countries. 413 In both networks, the majority of the relationships among the interviewed stakeholders were 414 described to be sufficient to exchange information and to achieve effective collaboration (54% in 415 Romania vs. 68% in Ukraine), the remainder to be insufficient ( 
